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Pact to be perceived on both sides as unstable in a crisis, not just an ordinary 
crisis, but a crisis that has gotten very high. The basic threat can be described 
this ways thanks to the weapons IXMTEKX I've built, and the weapons you've 
built,you can't be sure, you must fear that if a two-sided conflict between 

_ A. »ccu.fS 

our forces, and in particular a two-sided nuclear cor^lict, however low a level, 

strike 

one or the other of us may choose to JEQSffiK first. Maybe you will, maybe I will. 

/ \ 

The situation has become unstable and^you made it unstable and I made it unstable. 

l --*■ 

I hope that you will not therefore the kind of crisis arise which would provide 

} * 

'/ 

the kind of displacement that would trigger that instability. An analogy might 
be that I made the game into a game of a house of cards where, 

after a certain level of cards, I'm saying the stakes for me in this confrontation 

f ) ) 

are so great, unlike yours as I perceive, that I'm going to put another card on,, 
and I'm going to do so with the trust that you will not put another card on, 

( although you have plenty of cards to put on, because the risk is too great 
that the house will come down. If you do put another card on, I'll put another 

I 

card on, though that's a bluff. I hope it doesn't go that far. lean see that 
this thing might last, might hold one more card. Sure as hell can't hold two 
more cards and I hope you won't put the second card on.j But that's the game is 

[i O > £> rvc >.*r~ r ” *7 

played. What kind of weapons will that lead to if that's what we^re doing. It 

Orer-c - 

would lead to weapons which would both disarm,, .in the sense of ability to disarm 
your opponent to some degree^and vulnerable. If they weren't vulnerable, they 
would not contribute to the instability. At least not as much.and.-X.notice - 




£v... t- 


You want 


-to the 325 other side. .There's no motivation for you to want 


->! 


o S 


to have.that vulnerable. 


No, that's wrong. Supposing we acquired nothing but Trident-D5 missiles. These 
are to go on Trident Missiles, they are first-fight warheads which wont 1 come 


until late 80s, but we're building them now. Supposing we were building nothing 
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but Trident missiles and yen got rid of ever thing else. They are all in 
submarines. As I said before, Trident D-5 missiles which by the way can have 
a very short delivery time, like Pershings, they can come up close as well as 
being very accurate (they are suppose to be as accurate as MX - within a hundred 

384SXH2 yards - so we can hit Russian missiles) but it gets 1,400 Russian missiles. 

c-wj -the 

They arn't in fact, for disannKXEDQC Russians to that degree. In paper they will, 
but in practice they won't. If all you had were Trident D-5 which can't be 
hit at all by the Soviet side 

You can't make a threat 

It doesn't mean that everyone of your warheads has to be vulnerable, but it 
means you have to have some vulnerable c-,^- - ... f 

Why? 


Because unless the Soviets have an incentive to try to disarm you in a crisis, 

-V 

unless they have the capability to do it, it's hard to claim that if things get 

f \ t\ . I 

■f . '0. \ »: \ • • 

to the pass, I may fear that you may strike me. You can't make the credible trap.- 


You can still have your disarming capability for insurance, in case /the best you 

could do, but you couldn't say beforehandjl'll use the B-5 in this situation.because 

\' \ / 7\ l 

the Russians woiild say, why. we have a hundred warheads left, we'll destroy youj 

* / \ , »/ 

a hundred missiles left. They can't say - we'd say, Veil, you might hit us. 

What would we hit? Why would we hit you? 


Credible fears 
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In other words, let me say I fit this to the data and I noticed the following: 


Having talked about a window of vulnerability, which on paper does exist right 

- i ?;*.%• 

now, thanks to the Soviet SSIUseotb against our entire Minuteman force now. 


0 


jo.yr 


That having been the campaign ussier which Reagan ran, f Kennedy ran on the missile 

, CX 

in I960. I notice the- program* for five years of spending with a 

trillion and a half dollars.which the Pentagon secret studies show would be 

2-J- trillion dollars over five years, *j>0% higher. I can find not one dollar^ 

in that budget that reduces the window of vulnerability. What I do find is 

280 billion, which is to say 400 billion in reality, of strategic spending 

which is directed f«r one thing only - opening a window of vulnerability 

on the Soviet side which by your point doesn't reduce the danger of being 

attacked; it increases the danger of attack. So if our only concern, as is 

of a Soviet 

sometimes suggested, is to reduce the likelihood attack on this country (which is 

/ 

what Reagan is talking about) those guys are crazy. They are going exactly in 

the wrong direction. They are buying stuff that is vulnerable - it doesn't reduce 

the window of vulnerability, with the exception of the D-5 which is the longest- 

term thing, every weapon he is buying is both counterforce and vulnerable. 

I'm talking about the neutron bomb at the first-use level, the '■ ' missile, 

the-kerahing Missile, the Pershing II Missile, the MX. Everyone of those, with 

perhaps the exception of 8-1, everyone is those is a vulnerable first-strike weapon 

Is this 


ryj 


* s ee 


and makes <a deterrant- of nuclear attack less. HX3£ worse? Is this i^cj ? 

Or does it mean that the weapons, as in the past, are being bought for some purpose 

other than the detterance of nuclear attack *and potentially at odds with the 

deterrance of nuclear attack. The effect is at odds ; for sure. Let me suggest 

-*■ V 

it would only in accordance with all past experience and many things at—t he r a te 


■h 




in-which-4h«y-ehould. say„.to infer that,as in the past.they are buying nuclear 
weapons for purposes in addition.and at odds with,deterring nuclear attack on this 
coujntry. Those purposes are to improve the safety and credibility of our inter¬ 
ventionary forces by improving the credibility that we will back up those forces 

/ 

with nuclear weapons if necesaary and the the credibility which is in fact 

) ( 
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pretty much a bluff that we would even escalate KX if the Soviets retalliated 
to the use of those nuclear weapons. The threat being that we will have bought 

j 

weapons - by the way, there were clear alternatives to this. '.Reagan wanted 

in the short run to reduce the window r ,vulnerability j 'ihere were many programs 
could have 

that eliminated or reduced that window of vulnerability... Many ways to reduce 

the vulnerability of our retaliatory force. He’s not spending a dime on any of 

\ is rvwj •/ A 

them. / One thing .to say then he priority ■ -pfid that’s part of 

j * 

it. I think the other part of it that he doesn’t mind the vulnerability and 
the Pershing is MSVK vulnerable KK2X2E533J because it more credible when it is 

vulnerable. The MX is put in Minuteman Silos?'. That what they want to do^P _ 

o -Ar r- y i.'.. t ■ 

It is cheaper and doing its main function, which is:strike function in^silos, 

\ ’ * 

\ s t'f f o * ' cf * r*v. r** tjr r \ , 

^nd -add • It's a more credible weapon in a silo "than 

it would be at sea. It does the job better than it would do otherwise. Keep 
in mind that can only do so well. The threat, the function is a threat function, 
and that threat function is better performed in a Minuteman silo.and that's 
where the joint chiefs intend to put it. 


I see that we have two choices. 


That's a theory. 




k ' iII C c ‘ y J e ' : T 

We could either use huge bombs and just killxirandreds of people 

. ' i. / j 


W < ’ 1 ’ < * ° • S M A f / - • . , \ o ' 

we-do-not - we don't . a lot of people, ab- war-4>ecause— 

1 SLv'V 


.x «.♦ tr c. ( • rvr 


ft 


On the other hand we won't be 


Jii* W* ir* +* ns . M ^ 

you can't make those we threat-more- credible. On 

, 'if S „ , / r 

I AiVwwn *rt>f c. A r .«^ r f 

intervention in-war. 0r f we can />#*•*< contructionL. 


/ 

-V_» O 


able to 


o r> 


because people may go through » 


strike, but gain from that risk if 


Yes, I understand. I think this strategy is related in ways that I can 
recognize in the past.,. It. is-related-to the protection 2SXXXMXJ5 of an interven¬ 
tionary capability and I can think of no other way, and nobody else has published 
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any other to do it, so maybe the only way to do it. The alternative to this 
is maybe give up some of the intervention. But to get back to your point, 
can the thing simply be eliminated by going on launch on o ne- ^ The answer 

to that is this. It cannot be made 100# credible if you have gone on L - O - v 

C.-? iV« - 

because it's go dangerous to go on launch on on. especially day in and day out. 

If you go on in it in a crisis^ b eea nae it's especially dangerous in a crisis 

_ _ __• 'Iv- 

l YXYKXBkfflfl s i anyxakKj prggyK becuase that's .when an actual indication on your 

W * r r (^4 

radar is likely to be intrepreted as an actual attack. So launch on one is 

vCi 

a dangerous policy. 


1) \ Cr^S ^ 1 r ** 

Darwin f s version bargaining 

talking about doing it, but how do you do it for strategy 

to Us c/e*' j 

go on the hot line ard say •_ 


You were 

c-ot^Q-£ 

That' strikes me 


as an option that would be there. 


D.e.- 


To see if my model is working-since we are proposing to put Pershing in, we 

7 

should ask, "What do we predict the Russians will do;" Well, I have inside 


information KHf from the headlines of the San Francisco 


cWnc^e. 


What the Russians 


U- 


\o *ir^ , 

'said they would r is to go on launch on < fliat t s the appropriate answer to it. 

It doesn't wipe out the Pershing^because as I say, S. we can still say we don't 


believe.that^and second, if you do it - we don't believe you'd be so crazy^do it 

other than a major crisis. Don't let such a crisis occur. Your launch on one is 

A 

part of our threat structure. Basically, the threat is one of instability. 

It doesn't matter too much which side contributes to the instability. 


-e /3 


-e A J uf -c 

^ ~~ There are two dimensions to your . I think what you said was true. x 

A ' “-vo 1 &C I--’ i 'to I /, ° ~~ S i d a f-C-rr-C'i i/v. - Jj 


5bat- 


terrorists. 'Extension—of third world and Europe. 

is 


33 r ' ! ' s Been aroimd for a long time r put there are two mechanisms on which it works. 

r n r\ 

One is the credibility of the A escalation ; and for years that was always 

dominance- ^ ^ 

known as-the escalation aaaSKXX -jand you lose that ^ k and then } 




- 6 - 


you can do either two things. Y 0 u can go to the Harold Brown escalation 


4 


T tttggng a or you can do what these people do - try to recapture escalating 


c. 
:_V' 


S' 

<\ x < 


Jo 


A* 


.£l .• 


dominance 


«. / •"» V * 




sj-)’ '■•X-* ~ • 

You^ii- say exactly what you said 


ffiEM, ^k-' l< 

N thing has surprised me. I think what you said is correct, Paul 




were 


here he would say exactly the same thing. 


-V 

u 


y} ^ t 


That's what I assume, but I'm glad to have l^S'say it. 












^ *2 6* M-' 


dominance 


, 

The thing that's interesting, I don't think they'd do it - tha t-' the an Regain 


escalation KKYZKMY I don't think that's * - 


Tn V \ 
is**-' 


What did he say? Would he say that they are trying to gain escal^ion 




dominance? What they say publically is that they are trying to keep the Soviets 


from having escalation^ or 


JM'-V 


His argument is the following. Suppose you have a situation in the Persian Gulf 

,i / o \ A ^ c * ^ i ° m 

l j ! jfi. j 9 I 

where getting some troops there quickly MS a do that or not. He 


said, no, because as you walk the ladder it will be dominated by people doing 

-=c-^ 'M-o V aJt 

the calculation <*£. what if, what if. When you gKXffKXiatgXYgyx -sea-the top of 


the ladder,you don't have control of the escalation^ You are 

\ -it*, , 

if you 1 re ° rxrxri cro*h nut.. r T T h ex rmlv t*rfl \r vnn non hav 


So ^sscs^'* 

deterred. A He am^s- 


A 


a»d get out. The only way you can have credibility for 


C >Cfx e)\4- r^prc-c. / li j j 

that eeoaition is to make sure you have credibility ( 






<=> 


U: 


m : 


But does he say - here's what I'm asking. I'm very interested in this. Un until 

r rf’ . rz, . . .r»-L ;.. f j 


basically '75 j 


T’ c 

'•sP'fV. t+ 


|. I . Ll J t. .4, 

kus All of his writings up 

• -£ r “tki. fit 


'w~ 'J 

r J 


until he went public K all but his relatively private writings i all said superiority^ 

. r*\\•* cio > 

‘ c A A is indispensable. In *76 and '77 he began saying^and has continued to say^ 
superiority is of course impossible to achieve and not really our objective. 

What we really wns~t is to avoid Soviet superiority. I could explain that as just 
being his way of selling the program, or it could be that he realistically 


t «-t 


J. v> uuuxu wia o AJ.C x C&JL-LO L/XV^axxjr - 
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it 




does feel that is no longer ( achievable and he wants to avoid Soviet superiority. 


Do you happen to know? 


That's a particular formulation 
is to match. 



that all you need 


Not all you need,* all you can getj ^ That's what the committee for present aanger 
says, over and over. He definitely said that in writing. 


The conversation I remember was the one about ,. 


Do you remember what year that was? 

1979 or 1980. Time ?•!>. ^ 

A 


1 rsA 

Let me add two wrinkles to this. Three wrinkles. One, they do have ^ which 


'-v- 


suggests •feat one level - escalation dominance - it's not at the highest level 

ik a ia) ajLr^cS.r- p r< ^^}p> r 

which would be desirable.^ The Pershing is a weapon for escalation which>if it 
works as scheduled and when it's scheduled ; will be the first weapon on either 

side that will in fact be a rather credible escalation for the following reasons# 

•- cO U v« £ ^ I*** 

On the one hand it is vulnerable,AEut second, if you use it in case of a war ^ ^ 

* l 

in the Middle East.Say there is a war in 53Q£XMIMIEXE3Qe^ Iran - they have 

vV -r* 

matched us on nuclear weapons and you say^if you match us with nuclear weapons 
you're going to get ^ you can't do that/'The Pershing gives you a unique 
capability which neither side possesses now and only we will possess if we have it. 

To hit military targets in the vicinity of Iran, the whole n n e,t 

Co A* c* * r / 

division headquarters, wa i control, transporation, with sufficient accuracy, 
that it can destroy those targets with very small warheads, perhaps 1 kiloton or 
2kiloton warheads. Those warheads are as small as they have to be. Any warhead 
larger than that will not do^to avoid Soviet towns in the vicinity of those 
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% 


targets. It will be the first weapon on either side that has sufficient 

accuracy to KJEKKX have some confidence that you can hit MUHEIEXX significant 

h a 8 +-c4jt , ’ 

military targets without destroying towns.^If we have to do that> we suggest 

u\ r-t s^ 0lA j 

that before you do anything rasiy you get on the phone and call your towns 
in that vicinity,and you'll discover that they are all still there. You can 
then - with an exception or two due to human error}. Frankly,we won't foresee 
that. I'm giving a good deal of coherence to our approach^and not assuming 
realistically that these guys are crazy. But there is one very sound prediction 
to me. They will forget that a lot <s^ ^c [/ " J hit towns. 




I). 




Seem to switch back and forth between „ 

1 . 2. 




' r f ' 

r -* *->/ 




P-T i.u; 
t 


t*\ ,rr> c?le. £ 


We'll say. W£'ll use the Pershings, ‘the towns will still be there,and if you 

* , 

want you can then start A city e*e>. We don't think you'll do that. 

We know you might, we know you could, but we don't think you will.^ That has 

some credibility. Moreover we think then if you will - ^e Russians by the way 

I think almost surely see this aspect of the Pershing ^nd I think by the way 

h <* -Ws.s wo elf.- wk * ,r e 1~ 

they will want a similar capability. It really is a useful tool^ ^The'Russi'aiis ,r *‘’* : 

are doing very similar things. I can at least conjecture thatthey are doing 

them for similar reasons. Why did they modernize the SS 5 3 ? They 

a theater 

didn't have to do it. The SS20 certainly is not a retaliatory weapon, at ynryyvY 

level. You can't survive it even though it's said to be mobile. It's not that 

L 

movile. It's vulnerable. It is an escalation weapon itself, although not nearly 
as good as the Pershing because it has a bigger warhead. Not remotely as good 
as the Pershing. It is nevertheless - I conjecture that the Russians are playing 
the same game as we are to the extent - they're saying l!wo can play this. You're 
not the only unstable side on this one. W T e may worry. We may pre-empt. /\jL may 
disarm, and so on. Irrational though that may appear, you've got to worry too. 

We' re not the only ones who have to tread lightly in 

^ £ r i jr i s 
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>, 

situation, we both better tread pretty lightly in this. If I asked what are 
they protecting by that? The answer that comes back to me is they are protecting 

what they are protecting with their tanks. Can I conjecture that they have reason 

ol 

to believe that the problem holding on to the satellites may be more serious 
than it used to be. 


Look at Poland and other cases. 


o£ 

They have reason to worry that the problem^ holding onto Europe is going to 

get harder. They always a r to worry, in ways that Americans have thought 

will get 

very little aboutj ."the possibility that West Germans and 0 ‘hers XH£)Q£KX3a}QPCXX 
involved - Eastern European uprising. Some Germans will say that's ridiculous, and 
most Americans will have never thought of such a possibility at all. Some 
Germans do think about the possibility^and there is evidence that the Russians 
think about thepossibility. And if you want to make sure that Europe, Western 

tu cl A, 

Europe does not encouage Radio Free Europe, does not encourage nor support 


satellite uprising'o^ which might tempt them to intervene^ or,in the MHQDCXX event , 

intervene in any way. A little instability there and assurance that the Soviets 

, i s c.k"r-«Tv Cc 

might start a nuclear war ^ I can hope that they are not as committed to that 
approach as we seem to be w • ' ^ more willing to reverse i*-i- # have 

a freeze than we are. I hope they are, beqj^ue 

i A . 

we am't. Reagan ^ and they seem to be^ and that would be^different £. 

^ut what I conjecture is that so long as we are going in this direction, they 
are going with us and perhaps see the same A va^ofae^e* 5 • i' L ^hat would explain the 
kinds of weapons they are buying. 


,\ 


Doesn't their conventional superiority 

<T M? el US-Cc 'fr-r -f-'Lc. ^ 


A 

u(- 


Europe made that much less 


L> 1 


ej L< ■A 




The question again is how sure they want to be XX that the W st Germans under 

C* 

no circumstances involve themselves in.E stern European uprising and % how much 

A *» 
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fear that might happen. By the way, there is another possibility here. Pershing 
targets that I'm postulating would not be SS20s. The Pershing targets would 
be tactical things for say a Middle E^st War, at least under the circumstances 

I'm describing. The Soviets definitely do not want to be - I believe with 

c f 

high confidence thafa* some of the rest, that this is one of the purposes of 
the Pershing^ If that's the case, then the Soviets have reason to worry about 
getting hit by Perhsings in a war that has nothing to do^with Eastern Europe -o <" 
Western Europe,' it just happens to be that the Pershing s are located in Western 
Europe because that's the only place we can put them and achieve the accuracy*** 

^ Ihey don't want that and the SS20 for example is a significant deterrant against 
that'which is to say, you may think it's not rational for us to reply to UOEXX 
attacks on our targets, on our country with Pershings but you can't be sure that 
we won't and I wouldn't be sure. 



W 


i I t i rJ 

What do you think that they're likely to i 

t f • disassembling things > tVAjh ' - . 1 ° ' 

systems. 




/ 

i/ 


co 

structure of large accurate, vulnerable 


2 



I think that's a common as I see it. It's certainly the public 

position of the administration. Over and over again at the media that the 
Russians first did this which . . . 




K 

i' 


rj_ 2r> goes in in '77. 




A 


'ij. 5 , 

• The 20 goes in '77, but the Minuteman III with an NS20 guidance system and MarkXII h 
goes in in '77. That's the first signicant target kill on either 

side. Even though it doesn't cover the whole Soviet missile system, thay-say-^tfierT 
/ isn’t the essence of what we’re doing. The Minuteman III right now, right now 
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can disarm the Soviets at as great a fraction of their strategic warheads as 


the Soviets can by hitting our entire Minuteman systems. So the Minuteman III 

_ If<r r. 

is comparable to the threat of the SS I i , and it came in four years late r . 


W -U 




The Russians didn't start that process actually. ^The Russian answer that I've 


\ 


I i'c d V-o /?!.< zr “— 


heard - not from Russians, but from Germans A - for the SS20 is that SALT II 


limited the number of warheads, kept them from using the SS16 vhich didn f t work 

, \ ncf'.C: 1 ^ ^ j 

very well anywayy /, - Ri c hie said there's the working of 

/ ' ' uJku i'S , 

the bureaucratic politics with rt%ula . It's a very bad move for the 

Soviets as far as I can see in terms of what they got for it. Actually the 


V 


kind of thing I'm talking about would be more the SS20=- 


2^, lT • 


--So, what policy - 


this is a minor thing - I suggest for it, analytically or in an abstract form, 

, i «*r\ *-**-{' 

certain - in that by emphasizing the ^ both the relation of strategic 

forces to first-use forces. That is the essence of the N'+'ic analysis 




'.That was 


I \ 

regarded basically as a right-wing analysis#^ £ 

I V O ^ r 




7 


£>ur policy. Morever didn't start with l+ween, so I think I'm say th€L> /Vi-f >-«. 


. If you want to understand our policy, listen closely 


had a good 1*^0 kcX 
to what'Mi±cheU thinks is a good policy, not because he did it all, but he 
has the logic that they have been following. The second point that Mitchell-- 


nobody that I know has ever made explicit - is that an era that like the present, 


/V 


unlike twenty years ago, the model in fact is based on the threat of pre-emptive 


attack which requires a degree of and capability on ^two sides. 

, V-j, ->■£-« o r y c <u. 

It specifically requires a degree of vulnerability of your own weapons^ But I’m ' 
saying in fact that this is roughly they had'in mind and what we certainly have 


O ^ r 


.V- , n fi 


Itdoesn't explain 
c A ' 


dec s* t- -m. 4 


V 


X c k Q ( 


JLC fVW!» 0-c 


X 


Wait, let me say. What requires for your threat to work is that the Soviets 

f W /, 

can poeeibiHy take out a significance-part of your force. It's not necessary, 

'CK i- 

nor desirable, for them to take out more than that. You don't want to actually 
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to tempt them to move first. You just want to say that you fear that they 

^ 

might go first. There is no advantage in saying they are sure they'll go first. 
So, actually as you buy these vulnerable weapons, you do well to buy invulnerable 

] *4 -h^ . /,VL VJ-. 

ones also, to counteract the effect^ To a layman, without knowledge of the 
Pentagon, it may well appear that additional invulnerable weapons cancel out 
the effect of the vulnerability. If the Russians can only take out a third 


r 


^ ’ I 

of weapons - 


i J 




go first, even if they thought we were going to 


1 


go first. That’s a plausible layman’s assumption. To somebody who has 

r 

lived with the Pentagon a great deal, that is not as reassuring as it awy be. 


*3*. c . $. 


say, about eight years, say we want to hit 


If you heard the 

f r cr .1 , 

. High-Barm because that's where the stuff is actually coming in. The CIA says 
Jae tto r if it doesn't come in through 1-Ua. > it will come in through China. 

JCS says*that's your theory, but that's KJBSSXK hypothetical. It is coming in 
through • , we demand a right to hit •fltci jO r . It's not entirely 

stupid when they are saying that because implicitely the wisdom under that is 
saying^'there may be more reasons than we know that it's only coming in through 
f . Maybe it isn't as easy to come in through China as you think. 
^hat's possible. Maybe political things 


~ "let's do this and see what 


happens, is what they are saying. If we perturb the reality this way, it 


I. 


may not adjust so easily and a lot of military 


r*eK - 


lies behind that. Thousands 


of years, you might say. But that's the way they think. The trouble is, so 
they might do it-and that's the way the world might end, actually. Because »rs 
the nuclear era - the military are much more careful than m ost 1 people think, 
but they arn't careful enough for me. 

CArciJ ^ ^ 

I'm amazed t^at your ^ rationality and irrationality. Island of 

'•A _ jo -rA> w-cr'cA-A oa A 

rationality.. .. to see the build-up, frfb-,23 Doesn't sound rational to me. 

For instance, it sounds like you're saying that the strategy is^ buil d ,arms to 


jl 


the teeth so that we can go steal an apple, find the Russians too; they want to 

Ar-C. 

keep the satellites. We're not going to get away with stealing an apple. The 


implies.tion of dropping a strategic limited nuclear weapon on Iran would be 
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the breakup of NATO, would have implicat ons that - social implications that 
are - to|ally lie outside that logic,/ind no reasonable - it seems to me - no 
reasonable strategist for the United States MU would be willing to kind of 
go along with that kind of rationality - which I understand - which is 
basically^I’m going to take an apple because if you don’t like it I f m going to 

y t n 

ah you'll kill me too. It makes perfect sense except that there 
are other reasons why you wouldn't get away with it. How does that fit in? 


OK, you have a very good point in observation. Tha— First of all I'm saying - 

-T * c~ ^ c' »va # -) # ^ a r ~ f-*' i -f rv M3 , I ' r ^ 

^Jut I am saying, I'm willing to say more than that. As far as I currently 
understand things, this correspond' 




the way things are and 


that the interweaving of rationality and irrerationality reflects dcSIXXXXX3E- 


reality. It isn't just enough to make - , 


,4 


c— 

«to put together to make 

IJ 

u f cl 


an interesting model. Of course I have no question, as I,hope - my activities 


jM 

are only partly analytical - -my other activities reflect my belief that what 

w l • t U - %■ OJ CL ' (i c •- c< .l^e L ) 

is being done is deeply irrational in another sense, in a long-run sense, 

I think it is leading with HIGH probability, not just a possiblity, to absolute 

-W 

catastrophe, unprecedented, unimaginable catastrophe. In fact that seems so 

A 

clear to me that I have to confront the challenge,if I think these people have 

some sense at all, how can I explain that they are doing something so deeply 
7 

recklessly* But I am saying that I think that one of the factors that keeps it 

■'”0\A S IS -VV. C L-J ^ t ——• ^ *7 

goingsauid it is happening and it is dangerous, you'll agree on that.^ ^hat is ^ 
being done, for whatever motive, is in fact dangerous. The next question is, 
why is it happening.and L major reason for knowing why it is happening is not 

m?" - A". ,?/"' <’«»- . .. . 

r 

just so we can write the obituary,.but in order to change it. I think we can 

/ ,t bfcffe/* 

change it better if we understand it better. I think that to understand than 

A 

most people do is to understand that there are elements of partial and short-term 
rationality in the sense that certain objectives are believed to be achievable 
by this approach. Morever ; this belief is based to some degree on evidence and 
reason and third, that in fact - they do believe and they have some reason to 
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believe that it works and that's what we're -doiftg.^Tiow MX could anyone 
want to do this for apples? I think the answer to that is that'certain - 
there are possible losses that they see which require this mechanism which 
cannot be prevented by any other means thakucertain people can imagine, and 
which they do not regard <» - *ti - very specifically ^loss of U.S, control 

the distribution of the oil of the Middle East is regarded as having 

so great a bearing on our “over Western Europe in our financial ke-e, 

in the world and generally our power position and our profit position, as 

*l|.. 

to justify a rather considerable risk of losing of it^ At the same time, 

I do think that the following element of irrarationality does enter. I'm 

can 

increasingly coming to believe this. % Hi your own consideration ; how they 
be doing this? I've asked myself this question over and over and if I could 
talk to David Rockfeller I would perhaps have a better sense of it. But I'm 
beginning to guess that David Rockfeller^like a lot of other people, believe 
that the war will in fact never happen. He doesn't believe what I believe. 

He believes the risks are not as high ^nd if I ask how he can think that, I 
can break it down into components. In fact one just came to me from^ Germany-. 
For some time I've been thinking that they have an irrerational belief that 
if we buy enough weapons and were willful enough and ready enough to use it, 
the other side will always back down, especially when they realize how 
transcendent our interest is compared to HQQ3QEX theirs. In part I know from 
experience XKSKBCXXHiJQi how commonly these men of power can underestimate the 
resolution and tenacity of their opponents. That happens all the time on 




s^}le rv, I s'Vkc . 


every side. It isn't just 


capitalists. So that leads them to . 

/' fV- 

-fry 

overestimate how well this thing will work. That's what'l differ/- I don't 

ft P, 

think I would^advise Bresneif to go into Afghanistan, but sombody did and it's 
very clear that they expected to win quickly. I would not have expected that. 
Somebody told the Vietnamese .that the Cambodians could not possibly resist them 

V \ 

H C A A vM 5 

very long. They are still fighting. The Arakins - they obviously assumed 

t ~ 

I^S! tu 

e r 

j - t , . tv. V_ 
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that they could take over the Irani<3£ and they had some reason to believe that^ 
JgEf^XJiven the way the Iranians worked,'they were wrong. The Isr'aiies thought 

v»/ 

the PLO would be totally out of the picture by now. Maybe they are right, 

but probably they are wrong. A lot of P35E people make that kind of mis-judgment. 

A 

It seems that power disposes you to it. Kind of contempt for your racially 

inferior opponent, your neighbor. There is another side that I just learned 

Sf 1 > 

last week in Germany. I was talking to a high-level research guy for the SB© 
on disarmnament who said that he was in favor of first-use. Gennany must have 
a selective use, demonstrative use of nuclear weapons. W e cannot afford another 
occupation, we cannot afford another World War II, we cannot forego this. 

<Lt ip,< , „ , M ---n oc.S-4 -/ocA. r , 

I said, OK, in the last result,^ you do your selective use and they don’t stop, 

or they reply. What do you do then? He said, then you quit. A light bulb 

flashed over my head. It may not be quite that clear in a lot of people’s mind,- 

but I think that when it comes to playing this game of instability^ that our* ! 

leaders who thinkthe othe~ side doesn’t give in, I will, I’ll stop. 

short „ ^-r- 

I won’t be defeated, I won’t surrender, but EHSI of that. - if J_t comes back to 

me - Lydon Johnson saying when GeorgejBall told him in 1965 - "Lyndon you’re going 

to end up with 500,000 troops in Vietnam" and he said "£et out of here George, 

you’re crazier than hell." No one had told him you can do this job with less 

1 I 

than 500,000 troops. O^ L but they were wrong. That’s what I 

'T\ w ot J s uL, z. f>^-* . 

demonstrated in^papers.^ Ihe President had always been told that this might, in 
fact, and probably would, require 500,000 troops, so why was he so confident that 


7 


we wouldn't be doing it, The answer was 


n '\' *1-' t •ftrt _ -i . "X'/l ru? 


fot 3 —„ +- 5oo,OOo -i ro t 


Why did Kennedy put advisors in, fearing as he did that - even told that they 

wouldn't be enough, might be enough and at least koep=i£_from losing. He was 
not * ‘ > A 

determined^to send combat troops in. He thought that would be disastrous. So 
why did he put the advisors in? Because he thought he wouldn’t put combat troops 
in. Was he right? Almost surely not. Maybe he would have decided to lose 
Vietnam in 1964, unlike Johnson, but that's not the way to bet. These guys do 
overestimate their willingness and ability to 


s ay on top of that situation, 
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to control it, and if necessary .lose the war, even though the fighting has 
started. I'm been racking my brain to think of an example of somebody who 
decided to lose a shooting war because the - because the costs had gotten too 


high. ( A 


r 

V 




_ Cc 


7 

- The Japanese. 

? • 




k 


7 


Well, I'm talking of course short °- you're talking about ^they're comparable 

to Hitler in the bunker type vt situation, Ji m n ot-talteing-about-if nobody 

a 

surrenders. People surrender at the end of the war. jl'm talking about in the 

0-* 4 lo «- 

course of the war people say, I don't like the way this is going - get out. 

A 

You see what Harry Truman did was something comparable to that when the 
Chinese invaded North Korea, he not only didn't end the war, he wasn't able to 
end the war. He just coulnd't bring himself to offer the terms that Eisenhower 

l 

did offer. He could have doneit, he didn't do it. He didn't end the war. There's 

^ • , . * 

no reason to think that Truman could have ended it as well as (f 

j^few people can- * ~ . It's a gamble. That's why I thought Nixon 

/'*■* 

would end the war in ' 69 . So, it can happen, but Eisenhower's example -'by the 


way the other example in my mind is DeGalle. j-k. 


f t" C 

Sec 41 
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(■pNt-i.M'/ v‘ ■ 




Clearly someone-not-doing-it 

) t/J \.'cS . 

1 11 

There's a lot of people, I'm thinking of course of World War 1.^ But also the 17 
inability to end Korea and the inability to end the bombing in Vietnam. They just - • 
couldn't bring themselves to do it and the public had to take that away from them. 
Congress had to take it away. Last thought on how would you break through this 
ipodel -✓ - . I don't Reagan will do it. The Russians dont' seem to be inclined 
to stop the game unilaterally. Reagan is not willing to stop the game bilaterally, 


prefers the game because - perhaps he does think we can win , i^U 

\ -.c U (■„ .. Ji 5 r , V‘. J pt.,*. >1 t(v-C < . 

Congress could stop it the way they stopped the bombing in Vietnam by taking 


1 


ctO 
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/ 

/ 


away the funds. At least with the excuse that until the President is willing 

•/-o c 

to offer a bilateral freeze, they would not provide further funds^ An arms race 
that would make the freeze unattainable.,since if the Pershing continues to be 
tested# it’s quite unlikely that the Soviets will accept the freeze two years 
from now when we have a Pershing and they don’t. In order to prevent that } it 
makes absolute sense to stop that testing NOW, if you want to end the arms race. 
You can f t wait two years for Reagan’s successor. By the way, that’s what a 
lot of people are putting their hopes on. Quite reasonably, and it may be 
what has to happen, but I’m very worried about that. I think two years from 
now, three years from now, and the successor gets down to it, it’s too late. 

We have a working Pershing in ^urope by that time and the Russians have a 
SS2J being tested and SS21 and SS22 on their own into East Europe, maybe they 
are launch - and MAYBE they are posting T%dent-type submarines off 

our K shores f I don’t want to wait for that. I think it’s essential that 
the Congress be pressed by the kinds of actions taken during the Vietnam War 
to cut off the funding for that in the face of Presidential 

,^nd to that end 2 I’m going from here to Washington this weekend to take part 


^ V ^ dt 4 

in the freeze lobying ,and if Congress votes the funds for the MX testing in A ( 

« led 

March or April, which is 50-50 possibility - it’s cal - l y hard to believe they 


really ever--don.Lt test this missile, which is standing there all ready to testes 


<4.^ 4 routs. ^ u * U . 

the match -'Jf they light that 
about a thousadi/ people facing felony federal charges by being on the base 


and they will never light the match - if they light that match there will be 

A. ) 


so that the test KX cannot take place until they are all rounded up on this 
large reservation,because they say they won’t do the test as }.ong as there 

•'« 1: 


«c\ 

So we will slow up that 


are unauthorized people endangered 

oj U . cJU t £ I caaN , 

test by a few hours,, but we will also demonstrate that there are about a 

} . AlU 3 uOC> iu ■ » 

thousadri people in this country, rather be arrested for five-year charges, 

-Va*-* !\ 

than see that testing- place unprotested and I think Congress and others will 

A ' 4 

get the message that where there are a thousand like that, unpopular though 




/ 

b.M 


they may be - -inhere are a lot more than a thousa d who have comparable feeling*-; t 

wA=> ^ujX-u ' Q 'J 


© 



- 18 - 


I think this is one useful ingredient. It proved useful in the Vietnam War, 


it had a useful effect on me. I remember when 


( c rL..c,-r 


l 


M?> r f 

(, to prison £•* 


draft resistance , f So I think this can have a useful effect, £o I'll be getting 
as Professor, Gibson, Harvard Medical School got arrested last week 

f , 

at a sitin at the Sperry Rand which makes parts for the Pershing Missile. 

^ le r*-J * c * 

I think this is useful as part of the campaign, lobbying, letter writing, etc. P * 
All of which are essential,aad 'the essentiality is measured by the need to 

r». S.i.( UrS 


stop the deployment of Pershing while Reagan is in office. A difficult, but 

. < 

fortunately not impossible, -rxL£ . 
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Dspt. of Economics - ^arvard 
Pour 

2255, rather than what Tomas Powers said they had, which was 1,000. He was wrong 
by 250 times, not percent. So, in short, they had no missiles. ^!hat was the 
up-shot of the missile guide and as late then as the Cubtfcn Missile Crisis 

in ' 62 , when they had 10 missiles, 17 years into the nuclear era, they had 
essentially no capability to retaliate to a U.S. first strike. At the most they 
could retaliate against Europe, but they would have done that at the cost of being 
naked to devastation by the U.S. Bought nothing. They were totally bluffing. 

This Eisenhower knew and the Joint Chiefs of Staff knew. As I said, because the 

Sc. fnoC 1 

opposite was used to mobilize AmertcanaTfor the weapons that supported our 
threats, our superiority, the actual degree of American superiority was never 

admitted, even to this day. If you look at most accounts of that period, 

"-"i- •> .cr .=• >' , .. '■‘•'c .--.' 

supposedly based on official reports, the IISS, they will say 50 ICMS, much less 

than expected. Off by a factor of ten. Fifty is two per SAC base., big difference 

from four. So in short, when Kennedy told the American people to prepare for 

a possible nuclear war arising over Berlin, [they should have fall-out shelters 

by the end of the year in ’6l. He said that in July of 1961. Any of you remember 
-\ W lv^ 

that? ) I find that people were five years old at the time ^ — They actually remember 

J . /Jr- .. I 


,-e a << ^' if l\c> • 


U^ r 

that period just as well as the-Cubiari'crisis because of the effect,on their families. 

A / ^ » | , jO 

Of~ ^ a Ou* € QjCS ' 'Vv /■_>** , 

Did your family understand then, as far as you know, that if a nuclear war had 
arisen over Berlin in ’6l, it would not have been done as a nuclear war by the 

-L. 4 UC 1 Q-C--' / ‘ 

Soviet Union. Did you know that? Sh audiences, I see hands - 100 or so hands 
of people who remember the period. No one ever admits - in fact I’ll tell you 
frankly jLf one or two hands raise and say that they did conceive of U.S. first 
strike at that time I know I’m looking at an old lefty. It had to be raised 
by Communist hands to MXgDCIffitlX believe in 1961 that the plan we were talking 


\r\ -Wv 


V , cr J 'a. de Vc f. C/» - C r .Ce>' 

about was a U.S. first strike.^ But in fact Kennedy^ can "say, from working on this 




problem at the time, did not fear that the Soviets would initiate nuclear war 

with their four ICEMs at that time. He was not talking about nuclear war that 
■ c .. ?) shelters might have 

arose from us. Fall-out worked very we11,miserable as they were, at that time. 
There might have been a little fall_out in the U.S. from a couple of 
explosions. Very unlikely to be more than that. So, when you ask now mere - 
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these things bluffI don't think they were bluffs and I don't think the 

*' ivT 

Russians thought they were bluffs. .Actual situation was quite different _ 

r ' i /'■ C 's-T r* -i rf CX-L 

from what the American public imagined it to be. • I gave 9 ? lecture*here in 

Boston at the Lowell Institute,. I used - I used '' statements 

Hiller-like %v _ 

at the time ? which were scaring me, they sounded very v .He said if you 

send tanks into Berlin, they will burn, make no mistake about it. If you 

/. 

send tanks after them, our rockets will fly automatically. It sounded pretty 
bad. Where? He didn't have any ICEMs when he said that in '58 and '59» He 
did have MRBMs, but if his MREMs had flown, a lot of Europeans would have 

. f f.1 /•> * 

died and Russia would have been in the words of the 5>/4C "smoky, 

within two hours - A 

radiating ruin, 1 *' and he knew that. Pure bluff. On the other hand, Achison 

V . / 

said it's insane to be making threats like this. He said to use massive 

1 

retaliation is to experience the enemy's ability to massive retaliate against 
us. He didn't have it. So in fact these threats and plans were far more 
serious than even I believed before I saw through the Missile Guide, 


Who precisely knew •—}-/\_t. *•-<. u.'-cr-c- 


.L 


/! 


rc£M 


Not me. What is clear now from studies - I conclude that the Joint Chiefs - f 

f V Cl ( Ct. .V»v C» 1 f /*! . 3 -i- h'' r •' 

I will not say^certainity - I will not say 100^ certainity - very strong belief v 

a 

confirmed by lots of other people - that the Joint hiefs understand very very 

c 

well HOCK what the situation was and why they were saying otherwise. Why they 
were lying ,and- Eisenhower, who of course denied that there was a Missile 

Guide, knew why he was saying that. He didn't have , - jhe Jfcnew 

there weren't any missiles. The U-2^by the way ; was flying during that period 

/■— 

which most people didn't know. Chose not to back up his statement of confidence 

with KB£XM3fX revealing the the U2 flying even though Krevcheu-knew it. He kept 

KT.t sake / V Y-r m cc./ v ,y 

Kevchew's secret - he didn't embarrass jirevch-eu by announing that he had U2 0 

1 df r c Y-l V 

photographs, lest K r -ev ho eau be forced into various reactions. So they kept 


each other's secret 
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? 

By ' 6 l who knew 


Estimate that I learned was - came out in Sept. ' 6 l, the new estimate. 

The official written estimate came out in 1961 and it was based now having 
completed, total foot-by-foot,cloud-free coverage of Russia where you could 
just count every inch of Russia by reconnaissance satillites which had started 


flying in i 960 and £he data was complete by the summer of 1961 .- Led to 

A 

an intelligence estimate that the Russians had less than four, less than ten - 

they found four. By January of the following year the next estimate sadi four. 

•5 1 u. 'frre , 

That was known by Sept. '61....A funny bureaucratic thing had happened in * 58 . 

•f,.*.. /\)<s."". X*vk. '• I • cj* C s 4 " 1 — *7 . 

All contractors had been cut off for NIE.,. *58 was the height of the Missile 

£gap, it was before the/^rmy and r^avy began to dissent strongly from the.fir 
forces's ' . The army and navy had been saying right along that there 


are no missiles over there. But 




\ 1 


■» ' >« _ . 

b 5 lost estimate, national estimate 


was in ' 58 . At that point the national estimates, right after that, in late 

, _o . A *vs S/ Ir 

50 began registering these strong *rmy dissents from the national prediction. 

£rUT> R A: / 0 o a ^ 

But -Rand never saw those. Rand from '58 on only Ifii saw ftir ,'force estimates > 

___ CAfJ b —' 

which were saying thousands, hundreds, and the Rand attitude was that.was an 

'V—, 

exaggeration*-probably don't have more than a few hundreds, not thousands. 

But Rand MXX thinking was preserved in amber. Jh the month I joined in *58 
throughout.’they were not aware that evidence had been building up and building up 
that there were no missiles there, they weren't aware of that. So I happened to 
be in Washington when this new estimate came out and although I wasn't in theory 

.Oil”! * 

a Rand person, who as a direct consultant, so I did see it. I was the first person 

mirb 

to know this. Rand was not entitled to know it, but the way the secrecy system 
works, is if you feel these people really do have a need to know you tell them. 

^ P A I /*> 

.friv, r 7 

and, which was extremely unusual at Rand'. 

(2 \ K Jv 

Sand worked at a secret level, not a top-secret level and secret is almost - 


is just literal toilet paper in the Pentagon. Almost anything you saw was top 
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and I never used charts in my briefings. .This time I had 


secret. But Rand worked at a secret level, so I convened this top-secret 

f :i 

briefing which made a very big deal with 2gnd, it meanst that everybody 
had to signed in and a guard outside the door. I got all the top people 

ff‘; T- *'•’ 

a chart which I had written myself and I said: Herman always says you should 
have a chart. So I prepared some charts for you. First chart: Yes, Virginia 

there is a missile gap. Second chart: It is currently running ten to one. 

/ 

Third chart: In our favor, and I gave details. Total unbelief. I had no 
effect, as far as I ever found, on the oppinion of anyone. How do you know 

that? Well, I happen to know by something higher than top secret, which I 

0 <\ 

was not free to tell, which I feel free to tell you now. / Data came from 
detailed reconnaissance satellites. That was a super secret, higher than 

*~C U 

top secret, so I couldn't tell them how t knew that. So, everybody there 

( t U e ) 

sitting around the table, Harvey DeReadon all bull shit - 

how would they know that. Being wishful, being optomistic. What it meant 
was that what 

bureaucratic politics, s What Rand had been doing for several years had been 


A tsTh / T a\ , 

had been doing for several, \and-Hrhen going off tos- 


hrrW 


entirely based on the presumption, not necessarily so much of the missile gap, 
but. general deterrant gap ^of the Soviet surprise intention and capability, the 
intent to threaten us - f whether they would use it or noty ^ 'No effort to acquire 

i C l (\ Cpf* ■> ' ^ ' * » •*('< <■ c" >c, v 1 . - 0 ^ 

--ao the threat - Rand had become entirely focused on this one problem, from 

A f-'M.L 

pursuing all kinds of different interests six years earlier, bit by bit everybody 
had become concentrated on this one problem: preventing a Soviet capability for 
surprise attack in i 960 and 1961. What I was telling them was - MJ5 pulling the 
curtain aside ^nd there's nothing there. Like the Wizard of Oz, pay no attention 
to that man behind the curtain. There was nothing there. They refused to believe 

PAr H> 

that. They did not believe that. It had no affect on-Rand operations for 
several years and gradually the mood seeped through from Washington, 'he people 

(i^y * 

just weren't fascinated by surprise attack anymore, so the Rand's strategic 
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program then delegated to the care of a young, quite mediocre analyist that 

- To' ‘ iv.<a t 't-cJ-O'-' -* ' 

I had recommended hiring - from Harvard, not a dumb guy, . Nobody else wanted 

• A* . - (• - ; • r 4."! ("* r . < 


the job, so 


took over and later . 

t 

■ U’eV-'i 


> career X because he 


was the only Republican with Harvard - economic sort of man. Strategist, so he 

M < k,- /••, . .• ... -Y . 

was eligible, became Secretary of Energy, CIA and defense. I had the feeling 


that I started it—& 11 ~. 




K-O. 


that's in a sense 


Now let's get up to the P r ' '■ y . Let me put one element of reality into 
this. Ihe-r- first in reality something happens. Superiority of course goes - 
the ability to disarm the Soviet Union goes as a result of our successes. 
Specifically our success in ' 58 .contributing largely to Sino /Soviet sjblit, 
was confirmed by Kreschev's back down again which was a major complaint against 
Kreschev along with his policies. Had a good deal to do with his 

departure and S replacement by-Bresneif who makes a deal with the military 
out of his perspective, he gets the backing of the military by assuring them they 
will have anything they need to achieve parity with the U.S. They will not have 
to X back down, for that and. spent an immense amount of money then and acquired^ 




•for the next decade parity 


. More significantly than parity, they begin to 


pour concret around their silos,Vjith the accuracy then available of U.S. missiles 

cl « sa r /vn (J r 1 Qr - . 

it's no longer possible to design the Soviet -To be credible that you are going 
to initiate nuclear weapons JaXXXX at any level against the Soviet troops, outside 

•J( (*-■? i~«f-i't t f- ) 

the Soviet, or a Soviet ally. , \jou want to have a good deal,to be credible, to 

believe that they won't reply. The only XKMJEX reason they won't reply would be 

-Y< f- 

that it is credible you would escdlate the conflict and if they would reply to 
that , you would go to a j first strike. The only way to make a first strike 

^ * .a r 

credible under any circumstances, is if you have reason to believe you can 

dl,. 

significantly disarm your opponent. Since 1967 when the Soviets -.they began 
,*< /•-< iv. 1 ^ P ,' A Utj. Jr: „ . 4 I V-} 

to harden in 1965 - at the same time they go& Polaris submarines - they still don't 
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have submarines it seems with solid-fuel missiles. They had problems with 

; t 

their submarines. They began to have submarines at sea with 
capabilities. Prom that time on .neither side could under any circumstances 

attack the other and deprive the opponent of the ability to annihilate your 

M, *■!' *-! • ' r r c i\ a.i , , , ■■> <v. 


own societyj. However much you could disarm them you 


r 


really 


3? * 


deprive them of their ability to annihilate you. By this time, this is very 

A 

7 

late now, this is 22 years into the nuclear era, about ' 69 . *69 by the way, 


is the year Nixon did make a nuclear threat i r 


Eisenhower against 


an ally of the Soviet Union. It wasn't very likely that the Soviets reply 
to it and they really didn't worry about it. May not be unrelated to the fact 
though that the Vietcong did not bucldjrin to that threat. A^ove all, parity 


of retalitory ' 




Sufficient retalitatory 


is not conducive to making K¥MX credible first-use threats. Indeed for some 
years MacNamara and his successors had been assuming that the era of first-use 

threats was essentially over and would have to be replaced by something,and 

c / 

-since he hadn't been partial to first=use threats from the begining -(that 

was the basis to my loyalty to himj- I was - my attitudes on the cold war were 
very committed. My attitudes against at that time, with my 

understanding of Vietnam, were - I accepted the goals of * s '* 4 ’ ' 11 and of 


course I've changed my oppinion JCE a lot on that. On nuclear I've actually 
never changed my opinions. I've always assumed that first-use was disastrous 


1 


and wrong. First strike was disastrously wrong and when I worked in the Pentagon 

u--“•*' i>l ~~.i 

it was to avoid initially a Soviet first strike . t And then to avoid the possibility 

of war by accident. So MapNamaara had been against first-use for a long time, 

-hLp AJA To .0 5^ Zr< , c' J <rJ . 

and he had been building up non-nuclear forces which enabled him to send JSpHSEXXXX 

500,000 troops to Vietnam, without mobilizing the reserve. Made Vietnam possible 

r Li(t?< 

without going to Congress to molizie the reserve. That failed. So by the mid-70s 
and especially by the late 70s, two new considerations - three things had 

"i -c— !> r 

changed the situation, from what they appeared, in '68 and ' 69 . First of all, 

/- '11 <- j -i' A ,.\ 

the need for U.S. intervention - there seemed no S reduced need for U.S. 
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intervention - for efforts by somebody to maintain U.S. imperial interests.^ 
There was just as much rebellion as there had ever been, in fact there was more. 
Second, with the fall of the Shah in *79, which was very surprising, accompanied 
by the fall of Samosa, which was also very surprising, the policy that Nixon 
had evolved as a substitute for first-use threats, namely proxy, regional^- 
looked very sick. If the Shah could fall, Saudis were much weaker than that 
/and anywhere else, anybody else.was a risk. The U C S. expeditionary forces 
have to be thought of - after Vietnam there was going to be no sending 

of 500,000 troops to back up the first 100,000. *ou had to do it a different 
way and the different way had always been what the Joint Chiefs had said after 
Korea: never again without nuclear weapons. That had been rescinded under 
Maxell Taylor and Kennedy. We f ll do it without nuclear weapons. That failed. 
The lesson drawn I33$2£X by a lot of people from that, not only Republicans, 
they were right the first time. You’ve got to back up those troops with 


heavy XX air power and if the/air power isn’t enough, you have to prepared to use 
nuclear weapons, if you can get away with it. Ihird, you have this problem^ the 
Russians now existed as opponent?, nuclear opponent in the way they had not 
existed before. Now a technical factor emerged. The silos had again beconne 
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soft ^»>-spite their concrete ; because of the niemug multiple warheads and the 

the increased accuracy/ in particular - apparently I know now from study-had 

1 " . , 


1 
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been foreseen^ People saw the accuracy coming from the early 60s. The mowing 
was not seen quite so early, but from the late 60 s they could see a combination 

! i f rC 

of merving and high accuracy which meant large numbers of accurate warheads. 
Moreover yeidl to weight was improving^ so those maawed warheads could be 
big enough^with their accuracy^to destroy a hardened missile. However^.so in 
a sense just as you could destroy air fields in the 50 s and 60 s, you could 


now destroy hardened missiles. 
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It's not 


, r I don't care how accurate they 
missiles'.destroyed. You can't destroy 


are, they're going to know 
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Therefore launch on warning. How accurate and how big, ^You're not going 

to be able to destroy . 






A 
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Let me say now two or three -.current situation, /New theory for me, so I 

want to try it out, There is no way, and never will be a way, of making even 

U >t « i r< ‘ 

iittle-cm-the high r . - ' first-strike by either side, under any conditions. 
But even a middle first strike anymore .and there never will be again. 

It's not - paper calculations a£ 3.1 tell you that with enough warheads you 
can wipe out those missiles, but the trouble is the size of the forces is too 
large. The operational factors which are going to - inability to test this 
beforehand, K means that you have to deal with weapons that have only been 

t 

tested partially for such operations? This is undersood. was 

saying as early as 'Jb, as he bought accurate weapons and called for funds 
for accuracy testing, never-the-less testified very clearly that a .good 
first-strike is impossible. In fact he said a real first-strike is impossible 
for all kinds of operational reasons. You will still leave too much on the 
other side, no matter how well you carry this thing out. They'll still have 
the ability to destroy you. 


Just a judgment ** ' | \ You mentioned that the^ejir (force overestimated 

tr o-r- 2. oO • 

number of weapons f**om the other side j I've always suspected them of under 

/ 
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estimating their dispersions by about 
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It's a complicated story, but - and a very closely held one. The knowledge both 

r 

of our own accuracy, and above all, the accuracy of Russian missiles apparently 

i 

the data on which estimates are based - of the accuracy of Russian missiles, are 

known to something like 2, 3 or 4 people in the U.S. government. Extremely 

W if I \CK S | K X 

tightly held^- possibly very questionable. I do know paple relatively close to 
the problem who feel that these estimates are just bull shit, to a large extent. 
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One thing is very clear. I have heard enough from people close to the problem 
say reliability is a matter of extreme uncertainty. How many of those missiles 
KEK8 will actually take off at the time they are suppose to. They give factors 
of 80 %, It might be 20^, When you say we need two warheads per missile, 

that's to allow for the reliability of the missile. The warhead is suppose^ 
to be accurate enough^ To allow for the reliability of the missile on the 

fj 

assumption of 80^ reliability. Figure on two cross ' *v-' warheads. Q0% 

) \ t/ 

may be absolutely crazy and in fact every time they have to tried to fire 
a Minuteman missile from an operational silo, which is only about four times, 
they have failed every time and gave up. It was too discouraging. The same 
may be true for the Russians. All this is very, just terribly s? 


Back to another point, that may be the answer. I think I shouldn't have allowed 

V ^ 

your analogy in answering my question on overkill. Your analogy was <can 


1 




the Soviet Union have as many tanks in Europe the point is to S3 

the local populations. I don’t think that analogy works 


v/» u ' ^ ° 
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Because the population will not pre-empt the tanks. But wait. ( Let'me say right, 
now^to define the problem a little bit ? Vhat I think people in the administration 
believe - and by the way let me say it is nox my perception that the people in 
this administration are radically different in their thinking from those of 
the Carter administration. Certainly their programs are not different. The 
programs are the same in almost every respect. The B-l was added, otherwise 

$ f>A.ryCL*~r—t j 

the programs are the same, they are somehwat larger in scale and I think the 

,,v.r r« 

unlying 39£I rationale is the same. Let - not just talking about a pathology 


of 


• / , 




administration. I believe, but let me conjecture, that most 
of them -in the highestlevel ones, do not beleive what they appear to be saying, - ^. 


a lot of the time, that they could achieve the capability of having a good 
first strike defense against the Soviet Union^or the Soviet Union could have 
a good first strike against us in the sense of having any degree of confidence 
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that they would not be annihilated. Or that a limited war of any size could 
be eontroled - there are by the way, ; .who do believe that and they are indeed 


peculiarly in this administration - dangerous* There are a number of genuine 
nuts in this administration^ . "I'm not assuming that those people are in 






command^ I'm assuming the prevailing attitudes at least don't have to be, 
and really am't - belief that a large-scale, two-sided, nuclear war can 
be limited, or controlled, or limited to Europe, or won in any useful human 

sense. They of course say the contrary in all these things, but I can , 1 

a c - p & f * 0 

easily explain their saying it without assuming they believe ii. * So I M am 

/ r 




saying that what they say, as well as what they buy, does reflect a desire 
in a sense to bluff.the Soviets and other opponents* 




The Soviets know. 


They are not saying we will certainly do this. +.hey are saying certain 
things in hope of making the Soviets fear that'we might do certain things. 


hey have reason, I say, to believe that they can succeed in this. N w let me 
explain that. How you make it reasonable at all that to go to the 1 

2s5 

i 

can you make that P^ at all gii 

likelihood of the-' ~ ^ r ' ' 


explain that. How you make it reasonable at all that to go to the highest level now, 

- j'J .^ 1^,5 . «*- 

that you will ;escalate at the theater,^'against the Soviet Union, or using MX 

A 1 

against the Soviet Union. How can you make that p at all given the 


. If you can't make it plausible at all, you 

r- p r 

have great difficulty making plausible your threats to use little nuetren bombs 

a * ~-'- r U .. A-r J ncuVbs 

against an ally and- if you do use a little nut r or v bomb, you will do so without 

i * ' r 

a whole lot of confidence that you won't get something back on the same level. 

jyy} \\ Wc ^ ^ 

1 f Then^trouble, as you! won't have gained^ The onus will be on you then to carry 

'-/o f cLo Of 

out your threats of escalation which by implication are totally irrational. 

So you have reason to hope that you can make those threats to escalate somewhat 
credible^in order to make it so you won'| have to use nutron bombs and if you 
do use them you can use them safely. Now I want to add one last thing. I 


p r-C 
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pre mise the belief that we do want our threats to be th o r oug hly credible in 
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desperate circumstances that we will use tacticul nuclear weapons, 

rather than suffer a defeat Ikfid more over I think they do contemplate the 

J 

possible necessity of using those tacticul J 4 nuclear weapons*— Aptually 

f 

exploding them.and they really do want as much assurance as they can that 
there will be no reply^or at most a very limited reply that doesn't cancel 
°ut __ To do this they must make it as credible as possible and fairly 

credible that they would escalate if they did get a reply. That my model. 

Mr-, a 

How could they do that? The answer. Bsey need weapons to escalate with 
if it's hYggfhr bxfff credible that you're going to deliberately press the button, 
not in a fit of drunken dispare. If you have to do that, that- that's the 
state Nixon was in the night of the alert in 1973 and not because of the war 
but because j.t was two days after the Saturday Night Massacre. He could not 

A 

be commmunicated jfith on the phone because he was too drunk. Therefore, he 
was not a part of the decision to launch the single largest alert we've 
had since the Cubian missile crisis. But if he had been just sober enough 
and could have communicated that over the hot line that night, he MX would 

have been an impressive threatener, that particular night. At least the 

- - 

Russians would have done well to be worried. That's of course back to my 

* p *1 f-C 

1959 lecture - political uses of madness. Nixon referred to his threats in 

^ st., -. '-' 

'69 to Haldman. I had given those lectures in part to Henry Kissinger. 0 /- f 7 ^ 

1 . 

So when I read in Haldefcman's book that Nixon said to Halderman, "I'm going to 
■Hogimen---^ r\. • , 

tell the mOE gpffift that I have my finger on the nuclear button,"(he said Kissinger 
is going to tell them that Nixon has his finger on the nuclear button, and you 
know that guy is so crazy and he hates the Soviets so much, he might do anything). 

: - C ■' ; ^ vV 

will be in Pans the next day, f He said I call it the madman theory. 

I had an uneasy feeling that not the concept, but the title of that little 
stretegy came via H Q <r.s= v. \" from 159 . 0 K, that's one way to 

do it. Be mad. But that has its own cost, as we saw from Nixon. How can you make 
it possible? Here's the answer. There's only one way in the modern world to 
make it credible that you would deliberately launch strategic weapons, whether 
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Pershings or MXs, and that,if you believe, if it's plausible that you believe 
that you are about to be struck first. Even that I postulated to my mind, 
or to your mind, would be no reason to strike first, pre-emptively. What 

good is it going to doi But I can tell you from experience in the Pentagon and 

» 
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I wonder if you .disagree, if you ask me will there be high-level military pen 




in that situation who will say very soberly, you must use these weapons before 

‘ -v* • / • • 
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we lose them. I will say yes, you bet your life on it^ Might the President 

/ 

do that? Who knows, but I wouldn't bet my life that he wouldn'tr^nd the Russians 


would do well not to bet that way. and they won't. They know.., A pre-emptive 
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capability to be a threat.- ~X6 my knowledge pre-emption has never been discussed 
as a threat, but a p a r t —of insurance - a way of limiting damage, I'm saying 
that there is actually is only one circumstance in which first-stirke is 

acutally credible anymorejand that is a pre-emptive, not an escalatory, that 

> \ 

suicide, ^ut a pre-emptive threat can be made credible because of the known 

' * . 


and real - ■' jjrr the military controls. It is credible that they will 

I 

use those weapons,if they fear that the alternative is to lose them^and that 
they MIGHT have some good effect. They might have some good effect means that 
they must have an ability to disarm the enemy to some significant degree. If 


M-c '~f 


thatjr^can't that, (as the Soviets couldn't in *6l, you don't have a pre-emptive 

■TVt'r 4 x (T&/VN3 J'VA.V bU er--rc< <** ■, uj • 

capability. "fiiey had no incentive to pre-emp’, ^uiey might have 

done it, but it wouldn't be very logical. sSo a real pressure to do you have 
got to have some significant ability to disarm the other side ^even if you leave 


them with 


quite a bit else. SEcond point is if it be a threat, you have^to make 


it credible in some circumstances you might believe that the enemy was about 
v 

to strike you. Now if he can't disarm you at all significantly, it's not going to 

be very credible that you fear that he is about to strike you, unless you think 

\ 

he is crazy. If all we have is submarines and all he has is land-base missiles, 
a pre-emptive attack on his part does not look very credible, and it doesn't look 
very credible that we would ever come to fear that he was about to strike us, 
he would gain nothing by doing it. In o der then to have a credible appearance, 
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basis, for believing that you are about to be struck, and believing that it 
was preferable to pre-empt, both sides must have a vulnerable counterforce 
capability. To have a pre-emptive^ both sides have to have a pre-emptive' threat,^ 
Both sides must be to some degree vulnerable to the other. 11 1 

In that case you can say v because of his vulnerability, perhaps, he fears that 

I'm about to strike him, or for some other reason, in this hot crisis - 

— it •-«- • » <» - ~ ? A-*- a*r*. CJ Vtt'*'*' v 

not out of the blue- probably nuclear weapons will have to be going off at 

« f j • . M, 
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that fu'ere's a real situation* If one way or another, Soviet IMMjMXX 

P* (•’ L i. 

and U.S. troops were fighting one another, right now, and one side being 

a rT5 m. a r \^ oco ' Ca Coy 

outnumbered, presumably the U.S., fwe might be fighting in their Mexico^ Iran) 
we would be outnumbered* If we were led to use nuclear weapons* and each side 

. " ___ ^ . A y 
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would be - each side would now be looking ahead two y ea r s . The next step is 
H either - nuclear weapons just landed on Soviet divisions and passes in Iran 
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(which we have plans for and always havel"- either the Soviets reply or they 

A /r^-rr, 

don't. If they don't^we can maybe stalemate^ If they do, presumably it's in 

M K.C '.j o!«"'»'* woYv'i Cc f» f* it 

the area^ suicide. But if they reply in the area,they wipe out any advantage 
we have. They knock out our bases, our air support, or whatever it is. Either 
we surrender at that time, we drop jQ£SX out, we let them have Iran, or whatever. 

___ , ' •* (A' J 

It depends where the weapons went off. Air bursts. Nixon had in mind in 1969 
a very K low-yield, high-altitude air burst over a railroad trans shipment IK 


point in North Vietnam a mile and a half frtbm the Chinese border with no 
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civilians miles around. The estimateis about three.dead - a signal,-bat an 
important signal. Vietnam would still be there. To that then, either we then 


(- r 

escalate, big or small,,'and small would have to be something like Pershings — 1 

N |C < f.*\ i t «, S . S. Si >*-4.0 , -t.G'yZ yts. . 

and now it would have to be something else.^J The Soviets would either reply to 


that or they don't. In either case each side must be thinking seriously, where 

\ / 

is this going. Each side knows that the other must be thinking^we may be 

hours away from all-out war. Does it pay us to wait to find out, or to wait for 

7 // 

that to come to pass on the hope .that it won't go that far; Each side will be 

S.U { fc.S'ilS f ( , A , 

contemplating .surrender - but frankly , ^ ^ - ■ < \ /- 
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that wise. ■Sit they will be thinking/\will the other side surrender or not. 
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Maybe will, maybe'won't. .They will certainly be thinking.what do~we do next 

^ / '*r a vx9V" 

iCE and at which point will it make HIM pay to decide.’ Close my eyes, hold 
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my ears, and press the button because the alternative is^suffer his first strike. 
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Existence of 
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It could, but the - it's a possibility. The question is what you're prepared 
to say over the hot line. What JEM are you going to communicate? 


You might make a deal. 


Yes, you could make a deal and that would Joe baRcing down. But I'm posulating 

JLke situation now which is - I'm not sa^ that's the way it has to go. 

4 ^ i 5 ^ t s' i - r -/ 

I'm not describing the- situation wher« - one that could arise, and it's one 

where the XX situation has gotten in a certain.to a certain level. We use 



a deal 


- use the hot line 

A 




-Here's what we're doin g- we are not doing any 


j -< 


,-rl 
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more - we are not demanding this or that - we only want to stop this. 
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We're not at w ay, and so forth. HX Let me postulate that whoever is on 

the other end of that hot line saidi’ you just made a serious mistake, the 

r* - j ' 

situation is out of our control. You're asking me to do somethin-. You don't 

i-O v-r-e*-,- -yy-' 

want me to reply-,- Veil let me tell you^you made a mistake, I have to reply. 

<-»c a j, , ^ 

What I'm saying, let me postulate one further step. The message fails, the 


Russians do send back a few nuclear weapons. Now we go on from there. All 


I'm saying is at that point under current situation; neither side would be 

saying let's wait and see what the other will do because we certainly have no 

•J 

advantage in going first* You can guarantee that under current situation that 
both sides will be at least considering the possible desirability xfr going first 


in a desperate situation. What makes the thing credible is that all of a sudden 
they will not be comparing the consequences of g ing first to the consequences 
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of losing this confrontation. Losing the confrontation will always look 
better to them. I'm saying they are comparing - so they would never go first. 

They are now comparing it to a much less stringent criterium, going first, 

dices 

versus going second. That wr not require^ that you come out well. It doesn't 

/ artjU' 

even require ■to do it, that you will come out better than catastropic, ix just 
requres that you have to believe that KX there are levels of catastrophy and 

castastrophy associated with going first is better than the catastrophy XM 
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of going second. XXXPOCXX There will be military men who do see that^- yW ' '* ~ 


Missing 

sense., particularly 


a lot of what you say makes 


VJhen you get to the actual 
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i+nai i ►.« rs */\ -two pre-empts, you 
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say that it's not impossible 
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They hit the carriers and they are vulnerable and they are not part 
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and they get on the hot line and say tit for tat. Strike owt homeland,^ '-‘V 
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I think there's a lot in what you're saying * / v " r 
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Let me postulate that what is happening. In my model, I postulate’that in 
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era when no other basis, than what I'm about to describe, for credible first 
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escalation is available and the first-use threats are thought to be, at least 
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